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06/13/2012 11:37 pm 
1 & 2. (Note: In the case of this particular study, I feel that the questions asked in #1 & #2 are intertwined so much that to address them separately would be overly redundant. Thus, I combined them.)
The 2009 article from Kain, Gardner and Yates sought the creation of a system to measure the willingness to initiate palliative care in neonates. This system would be called the NiPCAS, or Neonatal Palliative Care Attitude Scale. To this end, they used the survey study in order to identify components of NICUs that either facilitated or hindered the initiation of palliative care. These objectives were clearly stated at multiple points in the article, and the specific questions addressed are highly pertinent to determining how to advance palliative care in newborns. (Kain, Gardner & Yates, 2009)
Furthermore, this topic is absolutely vital to NICU nursing, given the unfortunately high mortality rate of these complex and fragile patients. The best interest of a newborn who is terminal may not be a torturous treatment regimen for a non-possible cure! Rather, in this circumstance, the depressing truth is that his or her time on the Earth is short, and making that tiny experience as good as possible is the best that we can do and our duty as nurses.	Comment by Charlotte: that
3. The study was not truly based on a framework, nor do the authors state such. However, the closest conceptual framework that might apply would be the “operations research” framework. (Rebar, Gersch & Macnee, 2011) The purpose of the study was to develop a new tool in order to better analyze an existing problem, which certainly falls within the realm of operations research (almost to the point of definition). However, this study kind of stretches that term, because a major part of the study is a pure observational analysis, in order to establish the facilitators and barriers to neonatal palliative care. That would put it more in the “descriptive categories” framework. (Rebar, Gersch & Macnee, 2011) However, the overall purpose of the NiPCAS development is clearly descriptive, and either framework would further that end.
4. Kain, Gardner and Yates (2009) mention the “comprehensive literature search,” but do not go into any real discussion of specifics. (p. e208) On pages e207-e208, the authors state that there are issues that either hinder or facilitate the initiation of palliative care, but that there is insufficient research in order to say what those issues are. (Kain, Gardner & Yates, 2009) Given that, the article identified its own paper as needed research, due to a gap in knowledge, but there was no critique or explicit discussion of previous studies done or current research on similar topics. In truth, there was no review of literature. What is stated in this answer is drawn from inference and looking over the end bibliography. 
Kain, V., Gardner, G. & Yates, P. (2009). Neonatal palliative care attitude scale: Development of an instrument to measure the barriers to and facilitators of palliative care in neonatal nursing. Pediatrics, 123(2), 207-213. February 1, 2009. doi: 10.1542/peds.2008-2774. Retrieved from: http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/123/2/e207.full.html 
Rebar, C., Gersch, C., Macnee, C. & McCabe, S. (2011) Understanding nursing research: Using research in evidence-based practice, 3rd ed. Lippincott Williams & Wilkins: Philadelphia, PA	Comment by Charlotte: (3rd ed.). Publishing city and state before the publisher. 
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	Initial Assignment Posting
	Posts no assignment.
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06/17/2012 11:37 pm 
I wonder how much of anxiety disorders have to do with the fact that fewer and fewer of us are exerting enough physical energy as a part of our work day. As nurses, we do a lot of standing in one place and simple walking around, but that's more than your average secretary will do in a day. There are a number of theorists who claim that energy exertion is as effective as pharmacological medications in controlling anxiety and depression. That's why I like to see studies like this one that use non-medicative methods for managing anxiety. The highest goal we can ever hope to achieve is a patient being self-stable without medication.
06/17/2012 11:31 pm 
I wonder why so many of these articles don't have a proper literature review. Like both of yours, mine did not have a review. It seems like a thorough review is the basis of establishing the need for research and the validity of even running a study. Not expounding upon that is quite negligent, I think. If there is one thing a researcher should prove, it is the fact that anyone should even read their study!
06/16/2012 10:28 pm 
Kristina, your post is both insightful and well-developed. I agree with Kaley on an appreciation for putting your study into perspective with research as a whole and nursing as a whole. We are the advocates and protectors, and this is a population that is not only vulnerable, but has one of the greatest potentials for improvement with good nursing care. I've seen bad hospices, and I've seen good hospices, and they are all the difference in how painlessly and happily someone dies. We need to be able to help provide assistance in that.	Comment by Charlotte: delete
06/16/2012 10:08 pm 
Nursing is one of the unique portions of health care, in regards to tacit knowledge. So often do doctors prescribe medications without a thought of whether or not the patient could afford those medications, and thus would take them. We are the ones who have to have the practical knowledge and experience to be able to identify those people at risk for non-compliance and find a way to help them. Furthermore, think of something like suctioning, where we are told about what we need to do; you can follow the textbook to the letter and still routinely aggravate a client's trachea if you don't use the right “feel.” That is the essence of tacit knowledge, and a greater understanding of that form of knowledge should be had in order to further our profession.	Comment by Charlotte: delete
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